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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 3550. 

W. G. Woodford, Appellant, 
vs. 

Moore & Hill, Incorporated, &c. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 64518. 

Moore & Hill, Incorporated, a Corporation in the District of 

Columbia, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

W. G. Woodford, Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had, in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

1 Complaint in the Municipal Court. 

Filed October 30, 1920. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 64518. 

Moore & Hill, Incorporated, a Corporation in the District of 

Columbia, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

W. G. Woodford, Defendant. 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

Your Complainant, Moore & Hill, Incorporated, a Corporation in 
the District of Columbia, states that it is entitled to the possession 

1—3550a 


2 


W. G. WOODFORD VS. MOORE <ft HILL, ETC. 


of the premises Apartment #25, in the Champlain Apartment 
House, #1424 K Street, Northwest located in the District of 
Columbia, and that the same is unlawfully detained from it and 
held without right by the defendant W. G. Woodford to whom the 
complainant’s assignor had heretofore leased the said premises for 
one year, and whose tenancy and estate has been determined by the 
terms of said agreement and which estate and tenancy was terminated 
by the terms of said lease on the 30th day of September, 1920. 
Complainant therefore prays that a Summons be issued commanding 
the defendant to appear and show cause why judgment should not 
be given against defendant for the restitution of the possession of 
said premises, and cost of this suit. 


MOORE & HILL, INCORPORATED, 

Complainant. 

By WM. A. HILL, 

President. 


2 District of Columbia, ss: 

William A. Hill, being first duly sworn, says that he is the Presi¬ 
dent of Moore & Hill, Incorporated, and is a person authorized by 
it to sign its corporate name to the foregoing complaint. 

That he has read the foregoing complaint by him subscribed for 
said Company and knows the contents thereof, and facts therein 
stated are true. 

WM. A. HILL. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 1st day of October, A. D. 
1920. 

[seal.] W. HAYDEN COLLINS, 

Notary Public. 

Summons in the Municipal Court. 

******* 

The President of the United States to the Defendant, Greeting: 

You are hereby summoned to appear in this Court on the 13 day 
of Oct., A. D. 1920 at 10 o’clock A. M., to answer the plaintiff’s 
complaint and show cause why judgment should not be given against 
you for the restitution of the possession of the premises described 
in the complaint under oath filed herein by said plaintiff, and costs 
of this suit. 

Witness the Honorable Judges of said Court this 1st day 

3 of October, A. D. 1920. 

1.00 Pd. Clerk. 

BLANCHE NEFF, [seal.] 

Clfivlr 

By R. H. ROLLINS, 

Assistant Clerk. 
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Certificate of Municipal Court on Appeal. 

******* 


Date. 


1920. 


Oct. 

1 . 

<< 

1 . 

u 

2. 

a 

13. 

u 

13. 

u 

15. 

n 

15. 

n 

20. 

u 

27. 


Proceedings. 

Attorney for plaintiff:-. 

Attorney for defendant: J. S. Easby-Smith & Ralph B. 
Fleharty. 

Sworn complaint filed. 

Summons and copy issued, returnable Oct. 13,-1920, at 
10 A. M. 

Summons returned “Personal service”. 

Motion to dismiss filed. 

Continued to Oct. 15, 1920, at 10 A. M., by plaintiff. 

Trial and contest. 

Judgment for plaintiff for possession of the within de¬ 
scribed premises with costs. (Appeal noted.) 

Appeal, undertaking on, filed and approved with the 
Fidelity and Deposit Co. of Md., as surety. 

Certificate of Appeal and all papers in case filed with Clerk 
of Supreme Court, D. C., and Appellant notified. 


This is to certify, that the foregoing is a true copy of the 
4 Docket Entries and of all the proceedings had before the 
said Court in the above cause, and that the annexed documents 
are all the original papers filed in said cause. 

Witness, the Honorable Judges of said Court this 27th day of 
Oct. A. D. 1920. 

Costs paid by Plaintiff, $3.10. 

Costs paid by Defendant, $1.00. 

BLANCHE NEFF, 

Clerk, 

By H. M. HULL, 

Assistant Clerk. 


Affidavit under Rule 19. 

Filed November 19, 1920. 

* * * * * * * 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

William A. Hill being first duly sworn on oath deposes and says 
that he is the President of Moore & Hill, incorporated, the plaintiff 
herein; that said corporation is the agent for the owner of the 
Champlain Apartment House 1424 K Street, N. W.; that the defend¬ 
ant entered into a lease for a period of one year from the 1st day 
of October 1919 for Apartment 25 in the Champlain Apartment 
House 1424 K St. N. W.; that by its terms the said lease expired 
on the 30th day of September 1920 and no new lease has been 
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entered into between the plaintiff and the defendant covering said 
premises and the tenancy and the estate of the defendant was deter¬ 
mined on the 30th day of September 1920; that the defend- 

5 ant failed and refused to deliver the premises in accordance 
with the terms of the lease and that thereupon the plaintiff 

entered suit in the Municipal Court to obtain possession of said 
premises; that upon a trial hearing a judgment was entered in 
favor of the plaintiff from which judgment this appeal was taken 
to this Court. The affiant further states that the lease under which 
possession is held by the defendant provides for a rental of Sixty 
($60.00) Dollars per month upon the leased property and that the 
defendant was offered a new lease upon said property at a rental 
of Eighty ($80.00) Dollars per month which he refused to accept; 
that no rent has been paid upon said leased property since the 30th 
day of September 1920 and therefore there is justly due and owing 
from the defendant to the plaintiff the rent from the 30th day of 
September 1920 to the date of the judgment entered in this Court 
at the rate of Eighty ($80) Dollars per month. 

WILLIAM A. HILL. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me the undersigned Notary Public 
this 17th day of November A. D., 1920. 

[seal.] CLARENCE DODGE, 

Notary Public. 

6 Affidavit of Defense. 

Filed December 1, 1920. 

******* 
District of Columbia, To wit: 

William G. Woodford, being first duly sworn on oath states as 
follows: 

He is the defendant in the above entitled cause and makes this 
affidavit in denial of plaintiff’s right to possession of premises de¬ 
scribed in plaintiff’s affidavit and now occupied by defendant. 
Affiant states that the plaintiff does not desire possession of said 
premises for occupancy by itself nor does plaintiff desire possession 
for the purpose of tearing or razing the same in order to construct 
new premises. Affiant further states that plaintiff has in no respect 
complied with the laws in force in the District of Columbia includ¬ 
ing the provisions of the Act of Congress amending the Act of 
August 10, 1917 commonly known as the Ball Amendment, and 
that plaintiff has received no final decision from the Rent Commis¬ 
sion created by said amendment adjudging or determining that 
plaintiff is entitled to possession of said premises. Affiant states 
that prior to the expiration of the lease referred to in plaintiff’s 
affidavit he petitioned said Rent Commission to adjust and fix a 
fair rental for said premises and that after due notice to plaintiff 
and a hearing had by said Commission it fixed the rent of said 
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premises at $55.00 per month; that defendant was duly notified of 
the decision of said Commission but has continuously refused to 
accept rent from affiant at the rate of $55.00 per month so 
7 that under protest affiant has paid plaintiff $60.00 per month 
up to and including the month of September; that prior to 
November 1, 1920 affiant tendered to plaintiff $60.00 for rent for the 
month of November but plaintiff refused to accept same and there¬ 
upon instituted its suit in the Municipal Court for possession of said 
premises. Affiant states that he filed in said Municipal Court in said 
cause a written plea setting up a defense under said “Ball Amend¬ 
ment” but said plea was overruled and affiant was not afforded the 
opportunity of presenting defenses available under that law. Affiant 
states that he desires to retain possession of said premises at the 
fair and reasonable rental fixed as aforesaid by said Rent Commis¬ 
sion and that he relies upon the validity of said Ball Amendment 
and that by virtue of the provisions thereof he is entitled to remain 
in possession of said premises. Affiant denies that $80.00 is a fair 
or reasonable rental for said premises and denies that there is 
due the plaintiff rent from the 30th day of September, 1920 
at the rate of $80.00 per month. 

W. G. WOODFORD. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 30th day of November, 
1920. 

[seal.] F. MORGAN COOK, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


8 Motion for Judgment. 

Filed December 8, 1920. 

******* 

Now comes the plaintiff by his attorney and moves the Court for 
judgment in the above entitled cause under the provisions of Rule 
19 of this Court on the ground that the affidavit filed by the defend¬ 
ant does not set up a sufficient defense. 

JAMES P. SCHICK, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


To James S. Easby-Smith, Esq., 

Ralph B. Fleharty, Esq., 

Woodward Building, 

Washington, D. C., 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

Please take notice that the above motion will be called to the 
attention of the Court on Friday, December 17, 1920 at 10 o’clock 
A. M., or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 

JAMES P. SCHICK, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 
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9 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Tuesday, February 8, 1921. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Chief Justice 
McCoy presiding. 

******* 

Come now the parties hereto by their Attorneys of record; there¬ 
upon the motion of plaintiff filed herein for judgment under Rule 
19 heretofore submitted, is upon consideration thereof, granted. 

Wherefore, it is considered that plaintiff herein do have and re¬ 
cover of defendant herein possession of apartment No. 25 in the 
Champlain Apartment House, No. 1424 K Street, North West, 
located in the District of Columbia, with compensation for the use 
and occupation thereof, against defendant and The Fidelity and De¬ 
posit Company of Maryland, his surety, with costs of suit, to he taxed 
by the Clerk, and have execution thereof. 

From the foregoing judgment the defendant by his Attorney in 
open Court, notes an appeal to the Court of Appeals, and the 
Maximum of an undertaking to operate as a Supersedeas is hereby 
fixed in the sum of seven hundred and fifty dollars ($750.) 

Memorandum. 

February 8, 1921.—Supersedeas bond approved and filed. 

10 Assignment of Error. 

Filed February 24, 1921. 

******* 

The Court erred in entering judgment for the plaintiff under 
Common Law Rule No. 19. 

J. S. EASBY-SMITH, 

RALPH B. FLEHARTY, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

Designation of Record on Appeal. 

Filed February 24, 1921. 

******* 

The Clerk of the Court in preparing the record on appeal in the 
above case will please include the following: 

1. Complaint, summons and copy of Municipal Court docket 

entries 

2. Affidavit of plaintiff under Rule 19. 

3. Affidavit of defendant under Rule 19. 
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4. Motion for judgment. 

5. Memorandum of judgment. 

6. Memorandum of filing and approval of bond on appeal. 

7. Assignment of error. 

8. This designation. 

J. S. EASBY-SMITH, 

RALPH B. FLEHARTY, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

11 Service of copy of foregoing Designation of Record, satis¬ 
factory to me, acknowledged this 24th day of February, 1921. 

JAMES P. SCHICK, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

12 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Morgan H. Beach, Clerk of the said Supreme Court, hereby 
certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 11, both inclusive, 
to be a true and correct transcript of the record, according to 
directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of 
this transcript, in cause No. 64518 at Law, wherein Moore & Hill, 
Incorporated, a corporation in the District of Columbia, is Plain¬ 
tiff and W. G. Woodford is Defendant, as the same remains upon 
the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix 
the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, 
this 7th day of March, 1921. 

[Seal of Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

Cleric 

By W. E. WILLIAMS, 

Asst. Clerk. 

E. W. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
3550. W. G. Woodford, appellant, vs. Moore & Hill, Incorporated, 
&c. Court of Appeals District of Columbia. Filed Mar. 21, 1921. 
Henry W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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